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PREFACE 


Much  research  has  been  conducted  to  determine  what  factors 
impact  career  decisions.  Because  retention  is  important  to  the 
Air  Force,  it  is  critical  to  study  these  factors.  This  research 
addresses  job  attitudes,  as  measured  by  the  Qrgani zati onal 
Assessment  Package,  and  their  relationship  to  career  intent. 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  determine  if  job 
attitudes  differ  significantly  for  Air  Force  personnel  with 
various  levels  of  career  intentions.  Additionally,  since  the 
Air  Force  Leadership  and  Management  Development  Center's 
research  and  consulting  functions  are  being  phased  out,  this 
research  provides  documentation  to  a  data  base  that  might 
otherwise  be  lost. 

As  required  by  the  Air  Force  Leadership  and  Management 
Development  Center  (LMDC) ,  this  report  is  written  in  the  style 
and  format  as  required  by  the  American  Psychological 
Association . 

I  wish  to  acknowledge  the  contributions  of  the  LMDC  personnel 
for  making  available  their  survey  data  and  providing  technical 
assistance  and  constructive  criticism.  In  particular,  a  thank 
vou  to  Major  Mickey  Dansby  for  his  expert  guidance.  Without  his 
contributions,  meaningful  completion  of  this  study  would  not 
have  been  oossible.  Also,  a  special  thanks  to  Major  Steve  Ray 
for  keeping  me  on  track  throughout  the  project. 

Any  errors  reflected  in  this  report,  in  spite  of  the  outstanding 
support  I  have  received,  are  solely  my  responsibility. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


insights  into  tomorrow” 


Part  of  our  College  mission  is  distribution  of  the 
students’  problem  solving  products  to  DoD 
sponsors  and  other  interested  agencies  to 
enhance  insight  into  contemporary,  defense 
related  issues.  While  the  College  has  accepted  this 
product  as  meeting  academic  requirements  for 
graduation,  the  views  and  opinions  expressed  or 
implied  are  solely  those  of  the  author  and  should 
not  be  construed  as  carrying  official  sanction. 


REPORT  NUMBER  Q6_2135 
AUTHOR(S)  MAJ0R  GARY  L.  ROBINSON,  USAF 

TITLE  CAREER  INTENTIONS  AS  A  FUNCTION  OF  JOB  ATTITUDES  OF  USAF 
PERSONNEL 


I.  Purpose!  To  determine  if  job  attitudes  (as  measured  by  the 
USAF  Organizational  Assessment  Package — OAP)  differ 
significantly  for  Air  Force  personnel  with  various  levels  of 
career  intentions. 

II.  Background:  Many  factors  affect  career  decisions  of  Air 
Force  personnel.  They  include  influences  that  may  be 
categorized  as  job  satisfaction/dissatisfaction,  job  security, 
potential  for  advancement,  patriotism,  etc.  But  whatever  the 
factors  that  cause  a  member  to  change  careers,  loss  of  personnel 
is  very  costly  to  the  Ai -  Force;  it  increases  training  costs  and 
decreases  force  readiness.  Because  retention  is  an  important 
concern  for  the  Air  Force,  it  is  critical  that  factors 
influencing  career  decisions  be  studied  in  detail.  The 
Leadership  and  Management  Development  Center  (LMDC )  at  Maxwell 
AFB,  Alabama,  has  developed  the  OAF’  as  an  instrument  to  measure 
attitudes  on  a  number  of  job-related  dimensions.  Officials  at 
LMDC  recognized  a  need  to  determine  what  influences  on  the  job 
affect  Air  Force  personnel’s  career  intent  and  sponsored  the 
present  research  for  that  purpose. 


CONTINUED 


III.  Procedures  &  Results;  Several  steps  were  taken  to  reach 
the  goals  of  this  research: 

1.  Current  research  and  theory  on  the  factors  that  impact 
retention  were  reviewed.  A  number  of  factors  were  identified 
that  suggest  job  attitudes  play  a  role  in  affecting  career 
intent. 

2.  A  comparison  of  OAP-measured  demographic  characteristics 
and  job  attitudes  of  officers  and  enlisted  personnel  with 
varying  career  intentions  was  performed.  In  all  areas  measured 
by  the  CAP,  significant  attitudinal  differences  were  found 
within  both  officer  and  enlisted  personnel  categories  among  the 
career  intent  groups. 

3.  Statistical  analyses  of  the  data  were  conducted  using 
standard  inferential  statistics  (Analsis  of  Variance  with 
Newman-Keuls  follow-up)  at  the  95'/.  confidence  level.  For  both 
officer  and  enlisted  personnel,  it  was  found  that  there  are 
stat  i  sti  cal  1  y  significant  differences  (pC.OOl)  in  attitudes, 
based  on  their  career  intentions,  in  all  21  DAP  factors 
considered  for  this  analysis.  The  differences  follow  a  similar 
pattern  in  almost  all  of  the  OAP  factors  analyzed.  Those 
intending  to  continue  in  the  Air  Force  as  a  career  are  the  most 
positive  on  the  DAP  factors.  They  find  their  jobs  to  be  more 
challenging  and  interesting.  They  perceive  their  jobs  as  being 
important  and  requiring  a  variety  of  skills  and  talents.  They 
are  more  satisfied  with  Job  Related  Training  and  they  perceive 
their  jobs  as  being  less  repetitive.  They  give  higher  ratings 
to  the  support  and  guidance  received  from  their  supervisors  and 
are  generally  more  satisfied  with  their  jobs  as  a  whole.  Those 
planning  to  retire  in  the  next  12  months  respond  less  favorably 
than  those  p’anning  to  make  the  Air  Force  a  career.  The 
officers  planning  to  retire  indicate  a  more  pronounced  shift  in 
attitudes  than  do  enlisted  personnel.  These  officers  are  less 
positive  in  satisfaction  with  on-the-job  and  technical  training 
received  and  perceive  little  opportunity  for  advancement  or 
recognition.  They  perceive  rapport  with  their  supervisors  is 
lower  and  are  less  proud  of  their  work  and  job.  As  career 
inclination  decreases,  so  do  attitudes,  as  measured  by  the  OAP. 
For  instance,  those  separating  as  soon  as  possible  are  the  least 
posi ti ve/most  negative  on  18  of  the  21  DAP  factors. 


CONTINUED 


IV.  Conclusi ons: 

1.  The  strong  positive  relationship  between  career  intent 
and  attitudes  toward  the  Job  in  responding  to  the  OAP 
demonstrates  the  usefulness  of  this  instrument  in  guiding 
management  activities  to  improve  job  attitudes  in  the  Air  Force 

2.  Certain  demographic  character i sti cs  suggest  there  are 
societal  factors  that  may  impact  career  intentions  of  Air  Force 
personnel  and  hence  their  attitudes  toward  the  job. 

3.  Personnel  intending  to  separate  from  the  service  have 
less  posi ti ve/more  negative  attitudes  toward  the  job  than  those 
planning  to  continue  with  the  Air  Force. 

4.  Officers  planning  to  retire  within  the  next  12  months 
indicate  a  less  positive  attitude  once  a  retirement  decision  is 
made. 

V.  Recommendations: 

1.  LMDC  and  Air  University  should  continue  the  emphasis  on 
training  personnel  to  be  better  leaders.  This  should  result  in 
increased  motivation  and  have  a  positive  effect  on  job 

sat i sf  act i on . 

2.  Leaders  should  encourage  open  communications 
environments  in  their  organizations,  inspire  a  working 
environment  in  which  innovation  for  task  improvement  is 
er^uaraged  and  rewards  are  based  upon  performance,  and  stress 
instilling  pride  in  the  organization  by  recognizing  people’s 
efforts. 

3.  All  who  participate  in  the  management  of  either 
on-the-job  or  technical  training  should  strive  to  improve 
instructional  methods  and  instructors’  abilit.es. 

4.  Due  to  the  general  nature  of  this  study  and  limitations 
that  accompanied  its  broad  approach,  additional  research  should 
be  conducted  by  further  addressing  the  causes  of  these  negative 
attitudes  toward  the  job. 
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Chapter  One 

INTRODUCTION 

There  are  numerous  -factors  that  affect  career  decisions  o-f 
Air  Force  personnel:  job  security,  proposed  changes  in  the 
retirement  system,  adequacy  o-f  pay  and  benefits,  patriotism, 
potential  for  advancement,  and  other  influences  that  may  be 
categorised  as  job  sat i sf ac 1 1  on /di ssat i sf act  1  on .  Whatever  the 
factors,  an  Air  Force  member's  decision  to  change  careers  is 
very  costly  to  the  Air  Force;  it  increases  training  costs  and 
decreases  force  readiness.  Obviously,  retention  is  an  important 
concern  for  the  Air  Force.  Although  there  have  been  recent 
improvements  in  recruiting  and  retention,  we  are  "losing 
officers  and  enlisted  personnel  at  a  greater  rate  than  we’d 
like"  (Qrr,  1985).  In  fact,  maintaining  future  force  levels 
will  be  compounded  by  "the  sustained  economic  recovery  and  the 
decline  in  the  military  age  youth  population"  (United  States 
Department  of  Defense.  1985). 

Because  of  the  importance  of  retention,  it  is  critical  that 
factors  influencing  career  decisions  be  studied  in  detail. 
Research  on  why  people  voluntarily  separate  or  retire  ear  1 y  from 
the  Air  Force  can  help  us  understand  retention  influences. 
Certainly  not  everyone  that  enters  the  Air  Force  intends  to  stay 
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■for  a  career,  but  some  do  stay.  Conversely,  some  with  the 
original  intent  to  remain  for  a  career,  may  change  their  minds. 
What  influences  on  the  job  affect  Air  Force  personnel’s  career 
intent?  This  research  addresses  job  attitudes  and  their 
relationship  to  career  intent. 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  determine  if  job 
attitudes  differ  significantly  for  Air  Force  personnel  with 
various  levels  of  career  intentions.  The  Organizational 
Assessment  Package  (OAP) ,  employed  by  the  Air  Force  Leadership 
and  Management  Development  Center  (LMDC) ,  is  the  instrument  used 
to  measure  job  attitudes.  The  OAP,  which  measures  attitudes  on 
a  number  of  job-related  dimensions,  was  developed  to  improve  the 
effectiveness  of  organizations  throughout  the  Air  Force.  LMDC 
consultation  services  with  the  OAP  identifies  attitudinal 
strengths  and  weaknesses  within  the  or gan i 2 at i ons  (Hendrix  & 
Halverson,  1979a,  1979b).  In  order  to  investigate  the 

relationship  between  job  attitudes  and  retention,  the  present 
study  pursues  four  goals: 

1.  To  review  relevant  background  research  and 
organizational  behavior  1 i terature  to  determine  what  previous 
researchers  have  learned  about  work  attitudes  of  Air  Force 
personnel  with  various  levels  of  career  intentions. 

2.  To  compare  OAP-measured  demographic  character i sti cs  and 
job  attitudes  of  officers  and  enlisted  personnel  with  varying 
career  intentions  to  identify  which  specific  groups  differ  from 
each  other  significantly. 


3.  To  analyse  significant  attitudinal  differences  between 
Air  Force  personnel  groups  with  varying  levels  of  career 
intentions. 


4.  To  develop  recommendations  for  Air  Force  leaders  and 
personnel  managers  advising  them  about  work  issues  that  impact 
retention  and  some  areas  where  they  may  want  to  change  policies 
The  following  chapters  address  these  goals.  First,  Chapter 
Two  shows  the  results  of  the  literature  review,  citing  studies 
conducted  on  factors  influencing  retention  and  the  effects  job 
attitudes  have  on  retention.  Next,  Chapter  Three  explains  the 
instrument  used  for  surveying  personnel  and  describes  the 
process  LMDC  follows  in  data  collection.  It  also  includes  the 
procedures  used  to  analyze  the  data.  In  Chapter  Four,  the 
results  of  the  comparisons  of  DAP-measured  demographic 
character i sti cs  and  job  attitudes  of  the  specific  groups  are 
presented.  Chapter  Five  discusses  consistencies  and 
inconsistencies,  compares  results  with  results  of  previous 
research  and  attempts  to  explain  differences  in  light  of  other 
research  trends  in  career  intentions.  Finally,  Chapter  Six 
presents  conclusions  and  recommendations. 


Chapter  Two 


LITERATURE  REVIEW 

Air  Force  personnel  are  likely  to  review  their  career  goals 
and  make  decisions  to  continue  or  leave  the  Air  Force  based  on 
numerous  interrelated  -factors,  and  many  that  are  unrelated  as 
well.  Much  research  has  been  conducted  to  determine  what 
factors  impact  career  decisions.  In  surveying  related 
literature,  the  author  found  numerous  studies  (Callahan,  1972; 
Herzberg,  1966;  Matthews,  1967;  McLaughlin  ?■<  Butler,  1971; 

Shenk,  1970;  Tuttle  &  Hazel,  1974)  indicating  a  high  degree  of 
relationship  between  job  satisfaction  and  retention.  Not 
surprisingly,  job  satisfaction  is  the  most  researched  variable 
related  to  turnover  (Mobley,  Griff eth,  Hand,  &  Meglino,  1979). 
Additionally,  the  study  of  job  satisfaction  is  a  major  factor  in 
human  resource  management  theory. 

Two  significant  pioneers  of  human  resource  management  theory 
were  Herzberg  and  Maslow.  Herzberg  (Herzberg,  Mausner ,  ?< 
Synderman,  1959;  Herzberg,  1966)  was  among  those  who  attempted 
to  develop  organizational  models  which  assist  managers  in 
dealing  with  human  behavior.  He  concluded  that  the  work 
experiences  of  all  types  of  employees  resulted  in  either 
improved  job  satisfaction  (satisfiers)  or  in  job  d i ssat i sf ac t i on 


(di  ssati  sf  1  ers)  .  The  determinants  of  job  satisfaction  were 
achievement,  recognition,  work  itself,  responsibility,  and 
advancement.  The  determinants  of  iob  dissatisfaction  were 
linked  with  company  policy  and  administration,  super vi si  on , 
salary,  1 nterper sonal  relations  and  working  conditions. 

Herzberg  also  pointed  out  that  the  prevention  of  dissatisf lers 
by  organizations  will  not  create  positive  feelings  or  lower 
turnover;  rather,  job  satisfaction  and  stability  are  products 
of,  and  determined  by,  the  motivators  ( ach i evement ,  recognition, 
etc .  )  . 

Somewhat  related  to  Herzberg's  theory  is  Maslow's  Need 
Hierarchy,  which  states  that  when  primary  needs  of  a 
physi ol og 1  cal  nature  (safety  and  security)  are  satisfied,  one 
seeks  fulfillment  of  higher  needs  such  as  belonging,  esteem  and 
self  actualization  (Maslow,  1959).  In  other  words,  by  providing 
the  physiological  needs,  the  di ssat l sf i ers  are  eliminated;  but 
real  job  sat l si f act i on  can  only  be  achieved  when,  additionally, 
higher  priority  needs  are  met. 

Other  researchers  have  suggested  various  factors  associated 
with  iob  satisfaction  which  presumably  influence  career  intent. 
In  a  study  using  the  Quality  of  Air  Force  Life  Survey,  Vrooman 
(1976)  analyzed  the  factors  associated  with  job  satisfaction  and 
career  intent  of  Air  Force  personnel  with  less  than  six  years 
service.  His  findings  indicate  iob  challenge  and  the  perception 
of  being  prepared  to  assume  future  positions  of  responsibility 
are  the  most  meaningful  influences  on  job  sat i sf act i on .  And 


personal  growth  satisfaction  is  the  most  important  factor  in 


explaining  career  intent.  Based  on  these  findings,  he 
hypothesized  that  career  intent  is  a  function  of  ,iob 
satisfaction,  but  job  satisfaction  is  not  a  function  of  career 
intent.  As  job  satisfaction  increases,  the  attractiveness  r*  an 
Air  Force  career  also  increases  (Vrooman,  1976).  Porter  and 
Steers  (1973)  reviewed  others’  research  on  employee  turnover  ar. 
found  in  most  of  the  studies  job  dissatisfaction  was  the  central 
factor  causing  turnover.  After  analyzing  studies  from  the 
previous  10  to  12  years,  they  summarized  by  stating  turnover 
generally  occurred  when  employee  eigectations  were  not  met 
(Porter  ?<  Steers,  1973). 

In  addition  to  the  above  factors,  there  are  other 
determinants  which  researchers  suggest  may  affect  career  intent. 
Included  among  these  are  or gan i z at l onal  conditions  and  practices 
(La  Rocco,  Pugh.  ?<  Gunderson,  1Q77):  concern  about  policies 
affecting  working  conditions,  proper  use  of  talents  and 
favoritism  in  various  career  fields  (Worldwide  Air  Force  Junior 
Officer  Conference,  1971);  job  supervision  (Cantrell,  Hartman,  ?- 
Sims.  1967):  and  challenge  provided  bv  the  job.  10b  use  of 
abilities,  amount  of  interesting  worl  done,  feeling  of 
accomo  1  i  shment  and  pace  of  wort  (Finstuen,  Weaver,  Edwards, 
1982) . 

In  this  chapter,  the  author  has  presented  the  findings  of 
others  who  have  searched  for  the  underlying  causes  of  job 
sat i sf ac t l on / d i ssat l sf ac t i on  and  retention.  This  is  by  no  means 
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an  exhaustive  review,  but  it  does  give  a  generalised  view  o-f 
what  workers  want  -from  their  jobs.  It  becomes  obvious  at  this 
point  that  job  attitudes  play  some  role  in  career  intent. 
Because  other  researchers  have  shown  the  importance  of  job 
attitudes  to  retention,  the  present  research  attempts  to  extend 
their  findings  by  looking  at  Air  Force  personnel  with  various 
career  intentions  and  comparing  responses  to  attitudinal 
questions  on  the  OAF'  in  areas  such  as  supervision, 
communications,  and  performance  within  the  or gan i z at  1  on . 

Chapter  Three  explains  how  the  data  for  this  research  were 


gathered . 


Chapter  Three 


METHOD 

Instrumental 1  on 

The  OAP  was  developed  jointly  by  LMDC  and  the  Air  Force 
Human  Resources  Laboratory  (AFHRL)  at  Brooks  Air  Force  Base, 
Texas.  This  109-item  survey  was  designed  to  support  LMDC  in  its 
missions  to  assist  LMDC  consultants  and  traveling  teams  in  the 
1  dent  1  f  1  cat  l  on  of  organizational  1  eadersh  i  p /management  strengths 
and  weaknesses,  provide  feedback  to  Air  Force  Professional 
Military  Education  schools,  and  establish  a  data  base  in  support 
of  Air  Force-wide  organizational  effectiveness  research  efforts 
(Short,  1 985 >  .  The  survey  includes  demographic  information  and 
attitudinal  items  relating  to  the  following:  the  job,  desired 

job  character i sti cs,  supervisor's  1 eadersh l p /management  traits, 
work  group  productivity,  organizational  climate,  and  job-related 
sat l sf  act l on . 

Prior  to  determining  the  final  structure  of  the  survey,  the 
OAF'  was  subjected  to  much  internal  validation  and  testing  by 
AFHRL,  with  emphasis  on  factor  composition,  internal  consistency 
reliability,  item  distributions,  and  model  testing  (Short, 

1985).  Documentation  of  the  factor  analysis  results  during  OAP 
development  may  be  found  in  Hendrix  and  Halverson  (1979a,  1979b) 


8 


and  Hendrix  (1979).  Reliability  of  the  OAP  was  tested  by  Short 
and  Hamilton  (1981).  Their  study  provided  a  factor  by  factor 
assessment  that  showed  reliabilities  for  the  primary  OAR  factors 
were  "acceptable  to  excellent,"  and  "that  they  were  reliable 
enough  for  collection  of  Air  Force  systemic  data"  (Short  ?< 
Hamilton.  1981).  After  two  years  of  DAP  admi ni str at i on . 
Hightower  and  Short  (1982)  studied  the  factor  stability  of  the 
OAP.  The  results  showed  an  excellent  combination  of  stability 
and  consistency  that  supports  the  use  of  the  OAP  as  both  a 
data-gather i ng  and  evaluation  instrument. 

Data  Collection 

All  data  for  the  current  analyses  were  gathered  as  a  part  of 
the  LMDC  management  consultation  process.  In  this  process,  the 
initial  admi  ni  strati  on  of  the  OAF'  in  an  organization  was  a  key 
step  in  the  data-gather l ng  process.  The  survey  was  given  as  a 
census  of  the  organization  to  which  LMDC  had  been  invited.  In 
other  words,  the  data  were  collected  from  every  person  in  the 
organization  who  was  present  for  duty.  To  insure  accuracy  and 
to  eliminate  bias  as  much  as  possible,  OAP  respondents  were 
assured  that  individual  responses  would  remain  strictly 
confidential.  The  surveys,  admi n l str ated  in  group  sessions, 
were  monitored  and  controlled  only  by  LMDC  teams  (Dirnberger, 
1980).  After  approx l matel v  six  weeks  for  analysis,  the 
consultants  returned  to  the  orgam z at i ons  for  the  tailored 
visits.  During  these  visits,  LMDC  provided  the  results  of  the 
analysis  to  commander s/supervi sors  showing  specific  strengths 
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and  weaknesses.  These  results,  treated  in  a  conf  i  dent  i  al 
manner,  were  used  to  address  areas  of  concern.  The  consultants 
worked  with  individual  supervisors  to  develop  management  action 
plans  and  conducted  workshops  and  seminars  as  required. 

After  each  consulting  visit  to  a  unit,  the  OAF'  survey 
responses  were  input  into  the  OAF'  data  base  by  LMDC  to  be  used 
for  research.  In  addition  to  the  demographic  quest i onnai r e 
items,  other  demographi cs ,  including  work  group  code,  personnel 
category  and  pay  grade,  age,  sex.  Air  Force  Specialty  Code, 
base,  and  major  command,  were  collected  on  the  answer  sheet  and 
stored  in  the  data  base.  The  data  used  in  this  study  represent 
appr ox  1 matel y  83,000  pre-intervention  responses  collected  from 
1  October  1981  to  16  September  1985  (active  data  base)  at  74 
different  bases/ 1 ocat l ons . 

Subjects 

The  subjects  of  this  study  consisted  of  all  Air  Force 
officer  and  enlisted  personnel  responding  to  the  pre¬ 
intervention  OAF1  whose  responses  are  included  in  the  active  data 
base.  To  examine  the  job  attitudes  of  personnel  based  on  their 
career  intentions,  the  data  base  was  broken  out  into  six  groups, 
obtained  by  looking  at  the  responses  to  the  OAF'  question: 

Which  of  the  following  best  describes  your  career  or 

employment  intentions7 

1.  Planning  to  retire  in  the  next  12  months 

2.  Will  continue  ln/with  the  Air  Force  as  a  career 

3.  Will  most  likely  continue  ln/with  the  Air  Force  as  a 
career 
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4.  May  continue  m/with  the  Air  Force 


5.  Will  most  likely  not  make  the  Air  Force  a  career 

6,  Will  separ  ate/termi  nate  -from  the  Air  Force  as  soon 
as  possible 

Procedures 

Responses  of  the  groups  were  analyzed  in  two  separate 
ex  ami nat l ons.  Examination  1,  "Analysis  of  Demographic 
Information, "  is  provided  to  characterize  the  groups. 
Examination  2,  "Comparision  of  F'ersonnel  with  Varying  Career 
Intentions,"  compares  the  groups  by  personnel  category: 
officers  retiring  in  12  months  to  officers  with  other  career 
intentions,  enlisted  members  retiring  in  12  months  to  enlisted 
members  with  other  career  intentions,  officers  continuing  as  a 
career  to  a-f-f  icers  with  other  career  intentions,  etc. 

The  total  number  of  valid  responses  in  the  pre-intervention 
data  base  for  the  variable  being  examined  is  shown  within  the 
headings  of  Appendix  A  tables.  From  the  Appendix  B  tables,  the 
total  number  for  the  factor  being  examined  can  be  determined  by 
adding  6  to  the  second  degree  of  freedom  (df ) .  Statistical 
analyses  were  performed  using  the  appropriate  procedures 
contained  in  the  SF'SS  User's  Guide  (1983). 

Examination  1,  Analysis  of  Demographic  Information 

For  this  analysis,  the  LMDC  data  base  was  divided  into  six 
groups  by  career  intent.  Statistical  Package  for  the  Social 
Sciences  (SF'SS)  Subprogram  "Crosstabs"  was  used  to  analyze  the 
data . 

1  1 


E:<  ami  nat  1  on  2,  Comparison  o-f  Personnel  with  Varying  Career 
Intentions 

For  these  analyses,  personnel  were  compared  by  personnel 
category,  i.e.,  officer  and  enlisted.  The  F_-test  with  a  957. 
confidence  level  was  used  to  compare  groups'  mean  scores  on  the 
OAP  factors  using  the  Analysis  of  Variance  (ANOVA)  procedure  to 
discern  any  attitudinal  differences  among  personnel  with  varying 
career  intentions.  If  an  overall  F-test  in  the  ANOVA  was 
significant,  the  Newman— Keuls  follow  up  was  employed  to 
determine  which  specific  groups  differed  from  each  other.  See 
Appendix  B,  Tables  B-l  and  B-2,  column  entitled  "Subset." 
Comparisons  were  made  in  four  areas  of  organisational 
f unc 1 1  on i ng : 

1.  Work  Itself.  This  area  deals  with  the  task  properties 
(technologies)  and  en vi ronmental  conditions  of  the  job.  It 
measures  perceptions  of  task  characteristics. 

2.  Job  Enrichment.  Measures  the  degree  to  which  the  job 
itself  is  interesting,  meaningful,  challenging,  and  responsible. 

3.  Work  Group  Process.  Assesses  the  effectiveness  of 
supervisors  and  the  process  of  accomplishing  the  work. 

4.  Work  Group  Output.  Measures  task  performance,  group 
development,  and  effects  of  the  work  situation  on  group  members. 
Assesses  perceptions  of  quality  and  quantity  of  task 


performance.  Assesses  pride  and  satisfaction  individuals  have 


in  their  jobs. 


See  Appendix  C  for  the  Factor  s  and  Items 
which  comprise  these  areas. 

Chapter  Four  presents  the  results  of  the 
OAP-measured  demographic  char ac t er 1 st 1 cs  and 
personnel  with  various  career  intentions. 


from  the  OAR  survey 

comparisons  of 
job  attitudes  of 


Chapter  Four 


RESULTS 

The  purpose  o-f  this  chapter  is  to  present  a  summary  of  the 
statistical  analyses  conducted  on  the  OAR  survey  responses.  The 
results  are  reported  by  comparing  responses  o-f  officers  and 
enlisted  personnel  who  have  various  levels  of  career  intent. 

The  -first  comparison  analyzes  demographic  information,  and  the 
second  comparison  summarizes  attitudinal  responses  in  the  four 
areas  (wort:  itself,  job  enrichment,  work  group  processes,  and 
work  group  output)  described  in  Chapter  Three.  Tables  A-l 
through  A-18,  Appendix  A,  and  Tables  R- 1  B-2.  Appendix  B, 

provide  detailed  demographic  descriptive  information  and 
attitudinal  score  comparisons  for  personnel  who  have  responded 
to  the  QAP  survey. 

A  summary  of  the  distribution  of  the  independent  variable 
cateaories  is  presented  in  Table  1.  Using  responses  1,  2,  and  3 
(l=will  retire:  2=wi 1 1  have  career:  3=likely  career)  as  a 
positive  indication  of  career  intention,  then  777.  are 
c  ar  eer  -  oriented  officers  and  577.  are  c  ar  eer-or  lented  in  the 
enlisted  rani s.  Using  responses  5  and  6  (5=likely  not  career; 
6=wi 1 1  separate)  as  indications  of  basically  negative  feelings 
towards  a  career,  87.  of  the  officers  and  237.  of  the  enlisted 
members  are  not  c ar eer -mi nded . 


Table  1 


Distribution  of  Career/Employment  Intentions 


Oi  -f  i  cers 


Enl i sted 


Frequency  X 


Frequency  “/. 


Which  of  the  -following  best 

describes  your  career  or 

employment  intentions? 

1.  Planning  to  retire  in  the 
next  12  months 

2.  Will  continue  m/with 
the  Air  Force  as  a  career 

3.  Will  most  likely  con¬ 
tinue  in/with  the  Air 
Force  as  a  career 

4.  May  continue  m/with 
the  Air  Force 

5.  Will  most  likely  not 
make  the  Air  Force  a 
career 

6.  Will  separ ate/termi nate 
from  the  Air  Force  as 
soon  as  possible 


426 

3.  4 

2165 

3 .  1 

6412 

51 . 1 

24444 

34.  9 

ngno 

*~y  '-n  cr 

a-  X.  i  J 

13182 

18.  8 

1892 

15.  1 

14472 

20.6 

631 

5.  0 

9540 

13.  6 

371 

2.  9 

6327 

9.0 

Column  Total  12554  100.0  70529  100.0 


Analysis  of  Demographic  Information 

Off icers 

A  summary  o-f  the  typical  officer  responses  is  derived  from 
12,554  respondents.  See  tables  in  Appendix  A  for  a  detailed 
presentation  of  the  demogr aph 1 c s .  The  typical  officer  is  a  non- 

rated,  white  male  with  more  than  4  years  in  the  Air  Force,  more 
than  36  months  in  the  career  field,  and  less  than  12  months  in 
his  present  position.  More  than  457.  of  the  officers  hold 
advanced  academic  degrees;  yet,  over  347.  have  not  completed  any 
professional  military  education  (F'ME).  Typical  officers  are 
married,  with  457.  of  the  spouses  employed.  About  one  half  are 
supervisors  and  write  performance  reports. 

Data  on  officers  of  varying  career  intentions  provide 
interesting  facts.  Over  one  fourth  of  the  officers  indicating 
they  will  probably  not  make  the  Air  Force  a  career  or  will 
separate  as  soon  as  possible  are  females,  yet  females  comprise 
only  137.  of  the  officer  data  base.  Over  417.  of  the  officers 
indicating  they  will  separate  as  soon  as  possible  are  between 
the  ages  of  26  and  30.  Although  only  87.  of  the  officers 
indicate  they  will  probably  not  make  the  Air  Force  a  career  or 
will  separate  as  soon  as  possible,  over  187.  of  the  PhD  holders 
have  made  one  of  these  two  decisions.  A  smaller  percentage  of 
black  officers  indicate  they  will  separate  than  any  other  ethnic 
group.  On  the  average,  married  officers  have  a  higher 
propensity  to  make  the  Air  Force  a  career  than  their  unmarried 
counterparts.  Over  777.  of  the  officers  indicating  the/  will 


continue  in  the  Air  Force  as  a  career  have  completed  some 
officer  F'ME,  while  only  30  V.  of  those  o-f  f  icers  saying  they  will 
separate  have  completed  any  PME.  Only  14V.  of  all  the  officers 
indicate  their  supervisors  do  not  actually  write  their  OERs, 
while  over  19'/.  of  the  officers  who  plan  to  separate  indicate  the 
same. 

Enl i sted 

The  profile  of  the  typical  enlisted  respondent  is  derived 
from  70,529  cases  on  the  data  base.  The  tables  in  Appendix  A 
present  detailed  results  of  the  demographic  information.  Like 
the  officers,  the  typical  enlisted  member  is  a  non-rated,  white 
male  with  more  than  4  years  in  the  Air  Force,  more  than  36 
months  in  the  career  field,  and  less  than  12  months  in  his 
present  position.  Fifty  percent  of  the  enlisted  respondents 
have  more  than  18  months  on  station.  Over  62V.  are  married, 
with  nearly  54V.  of  the  spouses  employed  in  civilian  or  military 
jobs.  The  typical  enlisted  member  is  a  high  school  or  GED 
graduate  and  has  completed  some  F’ME.  Over  50V.  have  some 
college,  and  more  than  3V.  have  an  undergraduate  degree.  Less 
than  40V.  of  the  enlisted  members  are  supervisors  and  write 
performance  reports.  Over  56V.  indicate  they  will  either 
definitely  or  likely  make  the  Air  Force  a  career,  with  another 
20V.  reporting  they  may  continue  in  the  Air  Force. 

Just  as  the  officers'1  data  reveal  some  interesting  facts, 
so  do  the  data  on  enlisted  members.  Only  12V.  of  the  enlisted 
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respondents  are  -females,  but  almost  15  percent  o-f  those 


indicating  they  will  separate  are  females.  Almost  597.  of  those? 
indicating  they  will  separate  are  between  the  ages  of  21  and 
25.  On  the  average,  blacks,  American  Indians,  and  native 
Alaskans  have  a  higher  propensity  to  make  the  Air  Force  a 
career  than  Hispanics  or  whites.  Like  officers,  married 
enlisted  members  are  more  likely  to  make  the  Air  Force  a  career 
than  their  unmarried  counterparts.  Of  those  surveyed,  27 
enlisted  members  hold  a  PhD  and  10  (377.)  of  them  indicate  they 
will  separate  from  the  Air  Force.  Enlisted  members  working 
swings,  mids,  rotating,  or  irregular  shifts  are  more  inclined 
to  separate  than  those  working  days,  on  frequent  TDVs,  or  crew 
schedul es. 

Comparison  of  Personnel  with  Varying  Career  Intentions 

In  all  areas  measured  by  the  0AP,  significant  attitudinal 
differences  were  found  within  both  officer  and  enlisted 
personnel  categories  among  the  six  career  intent  groups. 

Tables  B- 1  and  B-2  (Appendix  B)  show  the  ANOVAs  (including 
means  and  standard  deviations)  on  all  OAF'  factors  for  both 
officers  and  enlisted  personnel.  The  following  paragraphs 
discuss  these  attitudinal  differences. 

Of  f l cer  s 

In  all  o-f  the  21  OAP  factors  which  were  considered  for  this 
analysis,  officers  with  varying  career  intentions  were  found  to 
have  stat l st i cal  1 y  significant  differences  in  attitudes. 


In  the  key  area  of  work  itself,  o-f -fleers  intending  to 
continue,  or  most  likely  to  continue  in  the  Air  Force  as  a 
career,  and  those  planning  to  retire  in  the  next  12  months,  are 
more  positive  regarding  Job  Performance  Goals,  Task 
Characteristics,  and  Task  Autonomy  than  those  indicating  they 
will  separate  from  the  Air  Force  as  soon  as  possible.  Those 
officers  that  will  most  likely  not  make  the  Air  Force  a  career 
and  those  intending  to  separate  report  their  Jobs  require 
repetition  to  a  larger  extent  than  the  other  groups.  Regarding 
satisfaction  with  Job  Related  Training,  those  separating  report 
signif icantly  lower  satisfaction  than  officers  with  other  career 
intentions.  Also,  those  retiring  within  a  year  are 
si gni f 1 cantl y  less  satisified  with  Job  training  than  others  who 
plan  to  complete  a  career. 

In  the  Job  enrichment  area,  career-mi nded  officers  are  more 
positive  regarding  the  Skill  Variety  required  by  their  jobs  than 
are  those  with  other  career  intentions.  They  also  report  the 
most  positive  feeling  about  the  significance  of  the  Job. 

Looking  at  the  motivating  potential  of  the  Job,  the  data 
indicate  a  significantly  1 ower  response  by  those  officers 
planning  to  separate  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  work  group  process  is  another  key  area  on  which  career 
officers  report  more  favorable  perceptions  than  those  with 
basically  neutral  or  negative  feelings  toward  a  career. 

Officers  intending  to  continue  in  the  Air  Force  for  a  career  are 
the  more  positive  regarding  Management  and  Supervision, 


Supervisory  Communications  Climate,  and  Organizational 


Communications  Climate.  On  the  other  hand,  those  officers 
planning  to  separate  have  the  lower  scores  on  the  above  three 
■factors. 

The  last  key  area  in  which  significant  differences  are  r-oten 
is  work:  group  output.  In  each  of  the  five  factors  in  this  area, 
career  officers  are  more  positive  than  those  planning  to 
separate.  Interestingly,  those  career  officers  planning  to 
retire  soon  report  a  significantly  lower  feeling  of  Pride  in 
their  wort,  less  positive  attitudes  regarding  Advancement/ 
Recognition,  less  satisfaction  with  factors  surroundina  the  >ob. 
and  less  favorable  perceptions  of  the  organizational  environment 
than  career  and  likely  career  officers. 

En  1 1  steel 


Results  from  enlisted  respondents'  surveys  also  show 
significantly  different  attitudes  among  those  with  different 
career  intentions.  Like  the  officers,  enlisted  members  were 
found  to  have  statistically  significant  differences  in  attitudes 
on  all  21  OAP  factors  considered  for  this  analysis. 

In  the  worl  itself  area,  enlisted  personnel  intending  to 
have  a  career  are  more  positive  than  each  of  the  other  groups 
regarding  Job  Performance  Goals,  Task  Char acter i sti cs .  and  Job 
Related  framing.  Enlisted  members  planning  to  separate  as  soon 
as  possible  are  the  least  positive  in  this  key  area  of  work 
itself.  Those  intending  to  separate  also  report  their  jobs 


s 


required  a  larger  amount  of  repetition,  yet  the  data  indicate 
they  are  not  as  high  in  desire  for  repetitive  or  easy  tasks. 

Job  enrichment  is  another  key  area  in  which  career-minded 
enlisted  respondents  report  more  favorable  perceptions  than  do 
enlisted  respondents  with  other  career  intentions.  Those 
planning  to  continue  in  the  Air  Force,  along  with  those  planning 
to  retire  soon,  report  a  significantly  more  positive  feeling 
than  the  other  groups  about  the  Skill  Variety  required  by  their 
jobs.  Additionally,  they  reflect  a  much  higher  Job  Motivation 
Index.  Those  intending  to  continue  in  the  Air  Force  are 
slightly  more  positive  than  those  likely  to  continue  or  those 
planning  to  retire  soon,  and  much  more  positive  than  those 
neutral /negative  in  career  intent,  regarding  the  following 
factors:  Task  Identity,  Task  Significance,  Job  Feedback,  and 

Need  for  Enrichment  Index. 

In  the  work  group  process  area,  there  is  a  close  similarity 
among  the  respondents  of  all  groups  except  those  enlisted 
indicating  they  are  separating  as  soon  as  possible.  The  latter 
group  reports  significantly  less  favorable  perceptions  of  Work 
Support,  Management  and  Supervision,  Supervisory  Communications 
Climate,  and  Organizational  Communications  Climate. 

The  work  group  output  area  reveals  significant  differences 
as  well.  Pride  in  one's  work  is  much  higher  for  those 
continuing  than  for  all  the  other  groups,  and  is  significantly 
lower  for  those  intending  to  separate  as  soon  as  possible.  Both 
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the  retiring  soon  and  career  enlisted  members  are  more  positiv 
on  Advancement /Recogn i 1 1  on  than  all  other  groups;  howevr 
separating  give  much  lower  marks  on  this  -factor  than  those 
other  career  intentions.  The  career-mi nded  indicate  a  much 
higher  level  o-f  _iob  satisfaction  than  the  other  groups  whi 
significant  drop  in  job  sat  1  si f act i on  is  indicated  by  tho-t 
intending  to  separate.  And  finally,  those  separating  have  a 
much  lower  perception  of  the  organi z at i onal  environment  than 
those  with  other  career  intentions. 

The  next  chapter  discusses  implications  of  these  results. 


Chapter  Five 


DISCUSSION 

The  results  of  these  examinations  indicate  that  job 
attitudes  differ  for  Air  Force  personnel  with  varying  career 
intentions.  Clearly,  both  job  attitudes  and  demographics  play 
an  important  role  in  career  intent.  However,  the  reader  should 
keep  in  mind  that  the  OAF  survey,  upon  which  these  examinations 
rest,  asks  for  career  intention.  Intention  and  actual  behavior 
are  not  the  same  thing.  Though,  in  the  case  of  actual 
reenlistment  decisions  by  first  term  personnel,  expressed 
intention  has  been  an  excellent  predictor  (La  Rocco  et  al  .  , 
1977)  . 


Analysis  of  Demographic  Informat  1  on 
The  results  of  officer  and  enlisted  member  demographics 
yielded  few  surprises.  As  one  might  expect,  fewer  female 
members  intend  to  make  the  Air  Force  a  career  than  their  male 
counterparts.  Also,  the  fact  that  PhD  holders  are  more  likely 
to  leave  the  Air  Force  than  those  with  less  education  should  not 
be  too  surprising.  The  author  suggests  pay  may  impact  on  those 
PhD  holders'  decisions.  Additionally,  married  members''  concern 
for  their  families'  primary  needs  and  security,  may  account  for 


the  fact  they  are  more  likely  to  male  the  Air  Force  a  career 
than  their  unmarried  counterparts.  Finally,  a  si  gn 1 f 1  cant  1 v 
higher  percentage  of  those  officers  intending  to  separate  report 
their  supervisors  do  not  actually  write  the  QERs  on  the  people 
they  supervise.  The  author  proposes  those  officers  mav  perceive 
a  lack  of  responsibility  by  their  supervisors  and/or  a  lact  of 
integrity  in  the  rating  system. 

Comparision  of  Personnel  with  Varying  Career  Intentions 

The  results  from  the  OAF'  show  conclusively  that  job 
attitudes  differ  si gni f 1 cantl y  for  Air  Force  personnel  with 
various  career  intentions.  For  both  officer  and  enlisted 
members,  it  was  found  that  there  are  stati sti cal  1 y  significant 
differences  in  attitudes,  based  on  their  career  intentions,  in 
all  21  OAF'  factors  considered  for  this  analysis.  Interestingly, 
these  differences  follow  a  similar  pattern  in  almost  all  of  the 
OAF'  surveys  analysed. 

Typically,  those  intending  to  continue  in  the  Air  Force  as  a 
career  are  the  most  positive  on  the  OAF'  factors.  Officers  and 
enlisted  personnel  who  definitely  desire  an  Air  Force  career 
find  their  jobs  to  be  more  challenging  and  interesting.  They 
perceive  their  jobs  as  being  important  and  reguiring  a  variety 
of  skills  and  talents.  They  are  more  satisfied  with  Job  Related 
Training  and  they  perceive  their  jobs  as  being  less  repetitive. 
They  give  higher  ratings  to  the  support  and  guidance  received 
from  their  supervisors  and  are  generally  more  satisfied  with 


their  jobs  as  a  whole. 
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Curiously,  those  planning  to  retire  (i.e.,  have  made  a 
career  of  the  Air  Force)  respond  less,  -favorably  than  those 
planning  to  make  the  Air  Force  a  career.  Once  a  retirement 
decision  is  made,  job  attitudes  appear  to  change.  For  both 
officers  and  enlisted  personnel,  attitudes  are  less  positive,  as 
measured  by  the  OAP.  However,  officers  planning  to  retire 
indicate  a  more  pronounced  shi-ft  in  attitudes  than  do  enlisted 
personnel.  These  officers  indicate  a  marked  drop  in 
satisfaction  with  on-the-job  and  technical  training  received  and 
perceive  little  opportunity  -for  advancement  or  recognition. 

They  also  perceive  that  there  is  less  rapport  with  their 
supervisors  and  are  less  proud  o-f  their  work  and  job.  This 
overal 1  shift  in  job  attitudes  is  consistent  with  prior 
research.  Maslow  (1959)  states  that  one  seeks  such  needs  as 
belonging,  esteem,  and  self  actual i z at i on  in  a  job.  A  decreased 
opportunity  to  achieve  these  needs  may  be  a  reason  for  their 
retirement  decision.  On  the  other  hand,  they  may  be 
psychologically  withdrawing  from  a  previously  important  support 
system.  Or,  it  may  be  a  method  of  resolving  cognitive 
dissonance.  ("I  didn't  get  promoted.  It  wasn't  because  I'm  not 
a  good  worker .  It  was  because  of  a  lousy  [system,  supervisor, 
etc.  .1.  I’ll  get  out  now  while  the  getting’s  good.") 

As  career  inclination  decreases,  so  do  attitudes,  as 
measured  bv  the  OAP.  For  instance,  those  separating  as  soon  as 
passible  are  the  least  positive  on  18  of  the  21  OAP  factors. 


The  three  factors  in  which  those  separating  did  not  score  the 


lowest  mean  were  (a)  Need  -for  Job  Enrichment,  (b)  Desired 
Repetitive  Easy  Tasks,  ana  (c)  the  Wor)  Repetition  in  the  job. 
These  three  -factors  indicate  Air  Force  members  want  a  job  with 
greater  autonomy,  one  with  opportunity  -for  personal  growth  and 
one  that  uses  skills  in  a  variety  of  tasks,  not  a  job  that  is 
repetitive  or  easy  to  accomplish.  Both  officers  and  enlisted 
personnel  intending  to  separate  from  the  Air  Force  find  their 
jobs  to  be  more  repetitive  and  not  allowing  as  much  freedom  to 
do  the  10b  as  one  sees  fit..  They  are  also  less  satisfied  with 
10b  traininq,  opportunity  for  advancement  and  recognition, 
communications  within  the  or gan 1 2 at i on ,  and  the  organi z at  1 onal 
environment  as  a  whole  (i.e.,  spirit  of  teamwork ,  communi¬ 
cations.  or gan 1 2 at i onal  pride,  etc.).  The  following  paragraphs 
discuss  these  attitudinal  differences  bv  area  (work  itself,  job 
enrichment,  work  group  process,  and  work  group  output). 

Herzberq  (1966)  includes,  among  others,  work  itself  as  a 
determinant  of  job  satisfaction  and  the  OAF  assesses  51::  factors 
that  measure  the  war)  itself.  Results  from  this  study  appear 
consistent  with  his  theory.  Each  OAR  factor  indicates  those 
with  positive  career  intentions  have  a  higher  satisfaction  with 
the  wort  itself  than  the  other  groups.  Two  factors.  Task 
Autonomy  and  Job  Related  Training,  reveal  relatively  low 
responses  by  those  intending  to  separate  as  soon  as  possible. 

For  both  officer  and  enlisted  personnel,  those  separating 
indicate  less  freedom  in  scheduling  their  work,  in  decision 


making  and  in  determining  procedures  to  accomplish  their  wort-:. 
They  are  also  less  satisfied  with  the  training  received. 

In  looking  at  the  job  enrichment  area,  although  the  ANOVA 
procedure  determined  stat 1 st i cal  1 y  significant  differences  among 
officer  personnel  with  varying  career  intentions,  the 
differences  are  probably  not  practically  significant.  The 
difference  among  the  means  is  very  small.  In  most  instances, 
the  difference  is  less  than  one  third  of  a  point  between  any  two 
groups.  However,  among  enlisted  members,  the  factor  that 
measures  the  degree  to  which  a  job  requires  a  variety  of 
different  skills  and  tasks  reveals  a  large  difference.  Those 
intending  to  separate  rate  this  factor  much  lower  than  the  other 
groups.  As  pointed  out  by  F'orter  and  Steers  (1973),  there  is  a 
positive  relationship  between  satisfaction  with  the  job  and  job 
content  factors  (i.e.,  job  requires  a  variety  of  tasks  and 
skills) . 

The  attitudinal  differences  in  the  work:  group  process  and 
work  group  output  are  in  agreement  with  both  civilian  and 
military  prior  research.  Interestingly,  all  factors  in  these 
two  areas  show  a  significant  drop  in  favorability  of  attitudes 
for  those  planning  to  retire  when  compared  with  their  career- 
minded  counterparts.  Likewise,  those  separating  have  the  least 
favorable  attitudes  of  all  groups  in  each  of  the  factors  from 
these  two  areas  (work  group  process  and  work  group  output). 
Various  researchers  (Porter  S'  Steers.  1973:  f-'instuen  et  al  .  , 
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1982;  La  Rocca  et  al  .  ,  1977;  Cantrel 1  et  al . ,  1967)  ccr 

that  such  -factors  as  the  quality  o-f  supervision,  ^ap-' 
supervisors,  working  environment,  openness  of  com,!-  c  <■- 
pride  in  one’s  work,  and  opportunity  for  advancem-r  tm  t 
person’s  decision  to  leave  (retire  or  separate)  or  *  +  ^> - 
job  (i.e.,  the  Air  Force). 

In  this  chapter,  the  author  has  evaluated  and  inter  or 
the  results  of  the  comparisons  of  OAP-measured  demographic 
characteristics  and  job  attitudes  of  personnel  with  varvin' 
career  intentions.  By  comparing  the  OAP  results  and  the 
literature  review  findinas,  a  number  of  conclusions  an 
r  ecommendat  i  ons  are  passible;  some  are  presented  in  th~ 
chapter . 
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Chapter  Six 

CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Concl usi ons 

This  study  was  conducted  with  the  overal 1  aim  of  determining 
if  job  attitudes  (as  measured  by  the  OAF')  differ  significantly 
for  Air  Force  personnel  with  various  levels  of  career 
intentions.  By  comparing  and  analyzing  OAF'-measur  ed  demographic 
char acter 1 st 1 cs  and  job  attitudes,  this  researcher  makes  several 
cone  1 usi ons . 

First,  the  strong  positive  relationship  between  career 
intent  and  attitudes  toward  the  job  in  responding  to  the  GAP 
demonstrates  the  usefulness  of  this  instrument  in  guiding 
management  activities  to  improve  job  attitudes  in  the  Air  Force. 
Improving  job  attitudes  and  providing  job  satisfaction  for  the 
individual  may  result  in  such  thmqs  as  increased  motivation, 
productivity,  and  retention. 

Secondls'.  certain  demographic  char  ac  ter  l  st  l  cs  suggest  there 
are  societal  factors  that  may  impact  career  intentions  of  Air 
Force  personnel  and  hence  their  attitudes  toward  the  job. 

Flowever ,  it  is  these  external  factors,  not  their  job  attitudes, 
that  impact  career  decisions. 


A  third,  and  very  significant  conclusion  is  the  finding  that 


personnel  intending  to  separate  -from  the  service  have  relatively 
more  negative  attitudes  toward  the  job  than  those  planning  to 
continue  with  the  Air  Force.  On  essentially  all  o-f  the  OAF 
•factors,  the  pattern  is  similar  for  both  officers  and  enlisted 
personnel,  with  the  latter  displaying  less  positive  attitudes  on 
almost  all  factors.  In  addition,  there  are  several  OAR  factors 
that  the  mean  response  by  those  separating  is  dramatically  lower 
than  those  of  the  other  groups.  The  significant  attitudinal 
areas  identified  in  this  study  are  the  degree  of  satisfaction 
with  the  communications  environment,  on-the-job  and  technical 
training,  advancement  and  recognition,  and  or gan i 2 at i onal 
environment  as  a  whole.  Although  many  variables  determine 
career  decisions,  the  present  results  support  other  researchers’ 
assertion  of  the  central  importance  of  job  satisfaction  in 
retent i on . 

Finally,  officers  planning  to  retire  within  the  ne:<t  12 
months  indicate  a  marked  drop  in  satisfaction  toward  the  job. 
Several  areas,  as  discussed  in  Chapter  Five,  point  to  a  less 
positive  attitude  once  a  retirement  decision  is  made. 

The  Air  Force  should  realize  that  maintaining  required  force 
levels  will  become  more  difficult  in  the  21st  century. 
Competition  for  a  declining  pool  of  eligibles  will  increase  and 
commanders/super vi sors  at  all  levels  must  recognize  this  and 
strive  to  practice  the  leadership  techniques  that  will  improve 
job  attitudes  and  provide  job  satisfaction  for  individuals.  The 


consequence  of  poor  management  is  a  very  costly 

retention/training  problem  for  the  Air  Force.  In  the  following 
section,  the  author  offers  some  r ecommendat 1 ons  based  on  the 
findings  of  this  study. 

Recommend at  ions 

The  present  research  suggests  the  Air  Force  might  take  the 
following  steps  to  improve  Job  attitudes  and,  hence,  retention. 

1.  LMDC  and  Air  University  should  continue  the  emphasis  on 
training  personnel  to  be  better  leaders.  The  support  and 
guidance  Air  Force  members  receive  by  better  trained  and 
equipped  leaders  should  have  a  positive  effect  on  Job 
satisfaction  and  motivation. 

2.  Where  passible,  commanders  and  supervisors  might  take 
the  following  steps  to  improve  attitudes  toward  the  job. 

Leaders  should  encourage  open  communications  environments  in 
their  organizations  and  inspire  a  working  environment  in  which 
innovation  for  task  improvement  is  encouraged  and  rewards  are 
based  upon  performance.  Instilling  pride  in  the  organization  by 
recognizing  people's  efforts,  both  formally  and  informally, 
should  be  stressed. 

3.  Since  dissatisfaction  with  job-related  training  is 
significant  to  those  intending  to  leave  the  service,  all  who 
participate  in  the  management  of  either  on-the-job  or  technical 
training  programs  should  strive  to  improve  instructional  methods 
and  instructors’  abilities. 
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blueprint  for  junior  officer  retention  in  the  United  States 


Air  Force,  with  particular  emphasis  on  an  al 1-volunteer 


force:  A  final  report.  Washington:  Air  Force  Association. 


Retire  In  IS  Months  Definitely  Career 


MaleC'-c) 
n  -  2527 


FemaleCk) 

58 


MaleC^t)  FomaleC^) 


Likely  Career 
flale(^)  Female(k) 


Officer 

■ 

Enlisted 

Maybe  Career  Probably  Not  Career 

Male(30  FemaleC*)  naleC^)  FemaleC^t) 

-  13750  2571  8*132  1718 


Separating 
MaleCO  FemaleC*) 
5658  1026 


V 

Officer 

11.1 

22.3 

*1.3 

10.3 

2.S 

< 

1 

Enlisted 

15.8 

27.1 

12.3 

18.5 

8.7 

Table  A-2 


Age  by  Personnel  Category 


Retire 

in  12  Months 

Definitely 

Career 

Likely 

Career 

OffC*) 

EnlCJO 

0ff(5t) 

EnlC*) 

Off  C  5s) 

EnlC*> 

n  -  126 

2165 

6112 

21113 

2822 

13180 

17  to  20  Yrs 

0.0 

2.2 

0.0 

1.3 

0.0 

13.1 

21  to  25  Yrs 

0.2 

8.0 

1.1 

IB. 5 

15.3 

11.3 

26  to  30  Yrs 

0.7 

3.7 

17.1 

21 .6 

11.1 

26.8 

31  to  35  Yrs 

2.1 

1.1 

27.2 

23.8 

25.7 

12.6 

36  to  *10  Yrs 

12.0 

16.6 

30.1 

18.3 

11  .0 

1.3 

*11  to  15  Yrs 

53.3 

25.3 

11.5 

1.3 

1.1 

1.1 

16  to  50  Yrs 

13.5 

7.3 

1.5 

1.1 

1.2 

0.2 

>  SO  Yrs 

12.2 

1.7 

2.2 

0.3 

1.3 

0.5 

Maybe 

Career 

Probably  Not  Career 

Separating 

orrc%) 

EnlCJt) 

Of  F  C  5s  3 

Enl CSs) 

OFFC*) 

EnlC*) 

n  -  1832 

11170 

630 

3533 

371 

6325 

17  to  20  Yrs 

0.0 

21 .3 

0.0 

27.0 

0.0 

17.6 
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Table  A-3 


Time  in  Air  Force 


Retire  in  12  Months 

Def initely 

Career 

Likely 

Career 

Offers) 

EnlC*) 

OffC*) 

EnlC*) 

Off (k) 

EnlC*) 

i  -  426 

2162 

6406 

24406 

2620 

13150 

# 

» 

1  Yr 

0.0 

1  .0 

i 

to  2  Yrs 

0.0 

1.1 

2 

to  3  Yrs 

0.0 

2.3 

3 

to  4  Yrs 

0.2 

4.3 

r_'  4 

to  6  Yrs 

1.4 

3.4 

■  e 

to  12  Yrs 

1 .2 

3.3 

1 

12  Yrs 

37.2 

04.6 

Maybe 

Career 

Probably 

Not  Career 

Separating 

orre*) 

EnlC*} 

Off 

EnlC*) 

OffC*)  LnlC’-sl 

•  1000 

14430 

623 

3503 

371  6308 

< 

1  Yr 

1 

to 

2 

Yrs 

2 

to 

3 

Yrs 

3 

to 

4 

Yrs 

4 

to 

0 

Yrs 

0 

to 

12  Yrs 

> 

12 

YRs 

Table  A-4 


Months  in  Present  Career  Field 


Retire  in  12  Months  Definitely  Career 
orrc*)  EnlCk)  QffCk)  EnlC*> 

-  42S  2151  5363  24348 


Likely  Career 
OrfCi)  EnlC’-O 

2804  13106 


<  6  Mos 
6  to  12  Mos 
12  to  10  Mos 
10  to  36  Mas 
>  36  Mos 


Msybe  Career  Probably  Not  Career  Separating 

OffCSO  EnlC*J  0ffC\)  EnlC*)  OrfCJO  EnlC’O 

1001  1*1362  625  3476  367  6231 


<  6  Mos 
6  to  12  Mos 
12  to  10  nos 
10  to  36  Mos 
>  36  Mos 


t 

jl 

Retire  In 
Ofrcusl 
n  -  425 

12  Months 
EnlC*3 
2156 

Definitely 

0fr<*3 

6400 

>1  <  6  Dos 

4.7 

8.2 

14.4 

r.  6  to  12  nos 

8.2 

12.4 

15.7 

[■  12  to  18  Dos 

9.6 

11.8 

15.9 

|.  10  to  36  Dos 

33.9 

31.5 

36.5 

k  >36  Dos 

43.5 

36.0 

17.4 

EnlC*) 


Likely  Career 
OffC*)  EnlC*) 

2015  13124 


Daube  Career 
arrc*i  Enic*> 

n  -  1085  14394 


Probably  Not  Career 
Dff<*)  EnlCSO 

628  9488 


Separating 
OrfC*}  Enl  C3s) 
370  6290 


Retire  In  12  Months  Definitely  Career 
Off  <2t)  EnlCJO  0ff(5O  EnlCfc) 

n  -  425  2152  6397  24376 


Likely  Career 
OffCJO  Enl Ck) 

2817  13144 
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TT  s  sr* 


r  v  r  i- 


labia  A-7 

nontha  in  Praaent  Poaition 


Retire 

in  12  nontha 

Oef initely 

Career 

Likely 

Career 

Of ft*) 

EnlC*) 

OffC*) 

EnlC*) 

Off CV) 

Enl(5c) 

n  -  425 

2145 

6387 

24332 

2812 

13080 

<  6  noa 

13.6 

21.0 

27.1 

26.0 

28 . 1 

29.7 

6  to  12  noa 

17.4 

20.0 

24.2 

22.3 

26.1 

24.4 

12  to  18  noa 

13.2 

13.3 

16.8 

15.7 

17.1 

16.0 

18  to  36  noa 

35.8 

24.9 

25.1 

23.4 

22.5 

22.0 

>  36  Hoa 

20.0 

20.8 

6.8 

12.5 

6.1 

7.9 

naybe 

Career 

Probably  Not  Career 

Separating 

OffC*) 

EnlC*) 

OffC*) 

EniC5s) 

Off  C  5s) 

Erne’s) 

n  -  1086 

14371 

627 

9477 

370 

6287 

<  6  noa 

27.6 

30.8 

23.6 

29.1 

15.9 

23.2 

6  to  12  noa 

25.9 

2S.8 

24.9 

26.8 

23.2 

24.0 

12  to  18  noa 

10.  B 

17.1 

17.7 

17.5 

16.5 

17.0 

18  to  36  noa 

22.6 

20.8 

25.7 

21.7 

32.7 

26.3 

>  36  noa 

5.1 

5.4 

a. 7 

4.9 

11.6 

9.4 

Tabia  a-8 
Ethnic  Group 


a 


v 


Retire 

in  12  nontha 

Definitely 

Career 

Likely 

Career 

orre’s) 

EnlC5s) 

Off  ess) 

EnlC5s) 

Ofrc’s) 

EnlC’-S) 

n 

i  -  425 

2146 

6382 

24271 

2810 

13100 

American  Indian 

1 .2 

2.1 

0.7 

1.5 

0.6 

1  .2 

Aaian/Pacif ic 

0.0 

1  .8 

1.2 

2.0 

1  .6 

2.3 

Slack 

3.5 

18.2 

5.5 

17.4 

6.1 

17.0 

Hlapanic 

2.4 

4.4 

2.2 

5.0 

2.6 

5.4 

white 

88.9 

68.8 

88.5 

70.6 

86.9 

70.5 

Other 

4.0 

4.8 

1.8 

3.5 

2.1 

3.5 

Haybe 

Career 

Probably  Not  Career 

Separating 

Off  C  5s) 

Erne’s) 

Off C*) 

Erne’s) 

Ofrc’s) 

EnlCSs) 

n 

-  1089 

14376 

623 

9486 

365 

6273 

Retire  in  12  nonths 

Oaf initelu 

Career 

Likely 

Career 

Off (*) 

Enl  ( 54) 

Off  ( 54) 

Enl(5t) 

Off  (?4) 

Enl(5;) 

n  -  425 

2055 

6375 

23077 

2811 

12012 

None 

29.5 

33.5 

34.7 

43.3 

53.1 

61.7 

1  Person 

7.8 

9.0 

7.2 

9.1 

6.4 

8.1 

2  People 

5.4 

9.0 

5.8 

8.8 

6.3 

7.8 

3  People 

5.9 

8.2 

8.1 

7.3 

8.3 

S.B 

4  to  5  People 

19.3 

13.4 

15.4 

12.0 

10.3 

7.5 

6  to  8  People 

14.4 

10.2 

15.5 

8.1 

7.0 

4.0 

9  or  >  People 

17.6 

16.8 

16.3 

11  .5 

8.5 

5.2 

Maybe 

Career 

Probably 

Not  Career 

Separating 

Off  (54) 

Enl  (5s) 

0ff(*) 

Enl  (*) 

Off(54)  Enl (54) 

n  -  1882 

12691 

629 

8246 

370  5579 

None 

59.1 

74.0 

60.1 

81  .2 

56.8 

74.8 

1  Person 

6.4 

6.4 

5.9 

5.1 

7.3 

6.4 

2  People 

6.6 

S .  7 

7.6 

4.7 

4.3 

5.6 

3  People 

5.9 

3.9 

6.7 

3.0 

6.5 

4.1 

4  to  5  People 

9.0 

4.9 

9.4 

3.1 

11  .4 

4.2 

6  to  8  People 

5.2 

2.1 

3.8 

1.2 

4.9 

2.0 

9  or  >  People 

7.8 

3.0 

6.5 

1.8 

8.9 

2.9 

Table  A- 10 
Marital  Status 


Retire 

in  12  Months 

Oaf  imtely 

Career 

Likely 

Career 

Off  (54) 

Enl  ( 54) 

Off  (54) 

Enl  (54) 

Off  (54) 

EnlCi.) 

n  -  425 

2158 

6404 

24417 

2820 

13153 

Not  Married 

11.7 

14.7 

12.8 

17.3 

26.0 

33 . 1 

Married 

85.7 

82.6 

85.3 

80.1 

72.9 

64.2 

SlnQle  Parent 

2.6 

2.7 

1.9 

2.6 

1  .1 

2.7 

Maybe 

Career 

Probably  Not  Career 

Separat l ng 

Off  (54) 

Enl  <54) 

Off  (54) 

Enl  CO 

Off  CO 

Enl  ( 5t  j 

n  -  1892 

14447 

631 

9522 

371 

6273 

Not  Married 

36.2 

48.8 

39.6 

58.8 

26.7 

52.5 

Married 

62.9 

49.3 

59.3 

39.7 

71  .4 

45.6 

Single  Parent 

1.0 

1.9 

1  . 1 

1.5 

1 .9 

1  .8 

maybe  Career  Probably  Not  Career  Separating 

QrfCO  EnlCO  OFFCO  EnlCO  OffCO  EnlCO 

n  -  iaaa  1442a  62?  asoa  371  S3ii 


None 

6B.7 

73.  S 

1  Person 

a.o 

6.4 

2  People 

6.2 

S.3 

3  People 

S.l 

3.4 

4  to  S  People 

6.1 

3.3 

6  to  a  People 

2.6 

0.8 

9  or  >  People 

3.2 

1.3 

Table  fl-14 


Supervisor  Writes  Respondent's  APR/OER 


Retire  In  12  rionths  Definitely  Career 


Likely  Career 


arrco 

n  -  416 

En 1 C \ ) 
2121 

Off  C  563 
6318 

EnlCO 

24106 

Off  CO 

2785 

Eni  CO 

12932 

Yes 

72. a 

eo.a 

77.3 

73.3 

78 . 0 

69.1 

No 

16.1 

12.8 

13.5 

13.2 

14.7 

19.4 

Not  Sure 

11.1 

6.4 

6 .6 

6.3 

7.3 

11.5 

i 

nayba 

Career 

Probably 

Not  Career 

Separating 

Off CO 

EnlCO 

Off  CO 

EnlCO 

Off  CO 

EnlCO 

n  -  1070 

14272 

621 

3412 

359 

6233 

■  .« 

Retire  in  12  Months  Definitelu  Career  Lik'  _  -.-f-r 


Off C*) 
n  -  421 

EnlC'O 

5134 

Off C*) 
6341 

EnlCO 

24124 

Cf  f  i 

27QE 

!  c 

Never 

4.0 

12.3 

5.6 

12 . 1 

6.8 

16 . 1 

Occasional ly 

24.2 

27.3 

20.6 

31 .5 

24.8 

34 . 7 

Monthly 

9.7 

7.7 

11.6 

10.5 

16.3 

9.1 

weekly 

46 .6 

40.0 

46.2 

32,2 

39.4 

26.2 

□ally 

13.8 

10.0 

14.1 

11.2 

10.2 

11.7 

Continuously 

1.7 

2.7 

1.9 

2.4 

2.3 

2.2 

Maybe  Career  Probably  Not  Career  Separating 


n 

OffC*) 

-  1870 

£nl<*) 

14200 

Of  f ( % ) 
623 

E nlCfc) 
9362 

Off  (>.) 
367 

7  '  1  c  \  > 

Never 

7.6 

18.3 

9.3 

20.1 

13 . 1 

-  r> 

Occasionally 

26.8 

36.0 

25.2 

36.4 

26.7 

34 . 3 

Monthly 

17.1 

7.6 

18.9 

7.0 

16.6 

5.0 

Weekly 

34.7 

24.2 

37.1 

22.7 

34.1 

21.2 

□ally 

11.2 

11  .9 

7.4 

12.0 

7.4 

11.1 

Continuously 

2.5 

2.0 

2.1 

1.8 

2.2 

2.3 

Table  A-16 


Supervisor 

Holds  Group 

Meetings 

to  Solve  Problems 

Retire  in 

12  Months 

Definitely 

Career 

Likely 

Career 

OffC*} 

Enl<%) 

Off 

Enl  C  3c) 

Off  (50 

Enl C  %  3 

n  -  422 

2120 

6321 

24037 

2774 

12916 

Never 

16.1 

21  .0 

13.2 

19.9 

15.1 

24.0 

Occasionally 

47.9 

38.8 

43.0 

39.9 

41  .5 

40.4 

Half  the  Time 

19.9 

18.3 

22.6 

18.2 

22.3 

17.4 

Always 

16.1 

21.9 

21.2 

22.0 

21.2 

18.1 

Maybe 

Career 

Probably 

Not  Career 

Separating 

orrc5o 

Enl  (50 

Off CH) 

Enl  (*-0 

Off <50  Enl <50 

n  -  1842 

14085 

618 

9300 

365  6148 

Never 

18.3 

26.4 

21.0 

29.0 

27.1 

38.4 

Occasionally 

43.3 

40.7 

39.6 

39.8 

38.6 

36.6 

Half  the  Time 

21.1 

16.2 

20.6 

15.5 

14.5 

11.8 

Always 

17.3 

16.7 

18.8 

15.7 

19.7 

13.1 
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Table  A-17 
Work  Schedule 


Retire 

in  12  honths 

Def initalg 

Career 

Likely 

Career 

Off  CM 

EnlCM 

Off (VI 

Enl CM 

OFF  CM 

Enl  CM 

n 

-  421 

2120 

6360 

2421S 

2738 

13081 

Oag  Shift 

70.6 

73.0 

64.4 

67 . 1 

51  .0 

59.7 

Suing  Shift 

O.S 

2.9 

0.2 

5.2 

0.1 

7.0 

hid  Shift 

0.0 

2.1 

0.0 

2.0 

0.0 

2.9 

Rotating  Shifts 

1.4 

5.7 

3.2 

9.2 

5.6 

14.2 

Irregular  Schedule  S.9 

11.3 

11  .6 

12.0 

13.5 

11.7 

Freq  TOY/On-call 

8.3 

3.1 

0.0 

3.0 

8.4 

2.3 

Creu  Schedule 

S .  2 

1.1 

12.6 

1  .4 

21  .4 

1.4 

nag  be 

Career 

Probablg  Not  Career 

Separating 

Off CM 

EnlCM 

Off CM 

Enl  (5s) 

Off  CM 

Enl  C  M 

n 

-  1065 

14338 

626 

9445 

361 

6251 

□ay  Shift 

S0.1 

S5.3 

55.4 

53.0 

56.5 

49.8 

Suing  Shift 

0.4 

0.7 

0.5 

10.2 

0.6 

9.2 

Hid  Shift 

0.2 

3.3 

0.2 

4.2 

0.3 

4.5 

Rotating  ShiTte 

7.8 

16.6 

8.6 

17.5 

8.3 

18.0 

Irreg  Schedule 

15.4 

12.4 

13.4 

11.5 

12.5 

15.3 

Freq  TDY/On-call 

7.S 

2.2 

6.4 

1.7 

10.8 

2.3 

Creu  Schedule 

10.  S 

1.4 

1S.S 

1.0 

11.1 

1  .0 

Table  A-18 

Aeronautical  Rating  and  Current  Status 

n 

Retire 
Off  CM 
i  -  411 

in  12  honths 
Enl  CM 
2038 

Def inltely 
Off  CM 
6323 

Career 

EnUM 

24011 

Likely 
OFF  CM 
2737 

Career 

EnlCM 

12909 

Nonrated 

63.3 

32.3 

62.3 

92.5 

55.6 

90.1 

Nonrated,  on  creu  1.3 

2.6 

2.6 

2.3 

2.4 

2.3 

Rated,  creu/ ops 

11  .2 

1.3 

23.0 

1 .0 

36.0 

1  .6 

Rated,  support 

23.6 

3.8 

12.1 

4.2 

5.9 

6.0 

nag  be 

Career 

Probablg  Not  Career 

Separating 

orrcM 

Enl  CM 

Off  CM 

Enl  CM 

OffCM 

Enl C  k ) 

n 

-  1871 

14243 

625 

3376 

364 

6242 

Nonrated 

S9.3 

89.0 

70.1 

83.2 

72 .5 

09.4 

Nonrated,  on  creu  1.8 

2.0 

1  .  1 

1.5 

2.7 

1  .6 

Rated,  creu/ops 

34.0 

2.1 

2S.4 

2.1 

18.4 

1 .8 

Rated,  support 

5.0 

6.3 

3.4 

7.2 

6.3 

7.2 

45 


A  A  _\ 


THE  WORK  ITSELF 


Job  Performance  Goals 
Ret  1 r i ng 
Career 

Likely  Career 
Maybe  Career 
Probably  not  career 
Separ at  1 ng 

Task  Character  1 st 1 cs 
Ret l r l ng 
Career 

Likely  Career 
Maybe  Career 
Probably  not  Career 
Separati ng 

Task  Autonomy 
Retiring 
Career 

Likely  Career 
Maybe  Career 
Probably  not  Career 
Separating 

Work  Repetition 
Ret i r i ng 
Career 

Likely  Career 
Maybe  Career 
Probably  not  Career 
Separat i ng 


Mean 

SD 

Subset 

4.68 

1 . 03 

T 

4.  84 

.  96 

4 

4.68 

.  93 

3 

4.  56 

.  98 

<7 

4.54 

1 . 00 

2 

4.  26 

1  .  19 

1 

5.  26 

1 . 05 

.j» 

5.47 

.89 

4 

5.  31 

.90 

y, 

5.  15 

1.01 

2 

5.  13 

1 . 03 

4.96 

1.28 

1 

4.91 

1.32 

4 

4.81 

1 . 30 

4 

4 . 35 

1 . 29 

3 

4.  19 

1.38 

n 

4.14 

1 . 43 

O 

4- 

3.89 

1 . 47 

1 

3.  99 

1 . 33 

1 

4.19 

1 . 36 

2 

4.  39 

1 . 32 

Tt 

4 . 50 

1 . 40 

3 

4.  69 

1 . 40 

4 

4.78 

1 . 47 

4 

5, 12070 


5, 12139 


5, 12166 


5, 12350 


F 


50.86*#* 


57.36*** 


122. 29*** 


41 . 16*** 


ANOVA:  O-fficer  Personnel  by  Career  Inten 


THE  WORK  ITSELF  (cont) 


Mean  SD  Subset  df 


Desired  Repetitive/ 

Easy  Tasks  5,11992 


Ret  in  ng 

2.39 

1.13 

1 

Career 

2.  44 

1 . 06 

1,2 

Likely  Career 

2.  50 

1.01 

1,2 

Maybe  Career 

2.  54 

1.01 

n 

Probably  not  Career 

2.56 

1 . 08 

2 

Separ at i ng 

2.  51 

1.11 

1,2 

Job  Related  Training 

Ret l r i ng 

4.  36 

1 . 40 

Career 

4.  SI 

1 . 42 

4 

Likely  Career 

4.  75 

1 . 45 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.56 

1 . 53 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

4 .  34 

1 . 57 

Separ ati ng 

3.75 

1.59 

1 

JOB  ENRICHMENT 


Skill  Variety  5.12434  44.16*** 


Reti ring 

5.  32 

1 . 34 

r-i,  T 

*  •_* 

Career 

5-58 

1 . 20 

4 

Likely  Career 

5.  42 

1 . 25 

Tt 

Maybe  Career 

cr  nc r 

1 . 35 

Probably  not  Career 

5 . 

1 . 43 

1 

Separati ng 

5.01 

1.63 

1 

JOB  ENRICHMENT  (cont) 


Mean 

SD 

Subset 

df 

F 

Task  Identity 

5, 12401 

16. 98*** 

Ret  1 r 1 ng 

5.  10 

1 . 23 

2 

Career 

5.  30 

1.19 

Likely  Career 

5 . 

1  .  15 

2,3 

Maybe  Career 

5.  08 

1.28 

n 

Probably  not  Career 

5.  14 

1.27 

o 

Am 

Separati ng 

4.  90 

1.48 

1 

Task  Significance 

5. 12451 

60.63*** 

Reti ring 

5.66 

1.37 

2,3 

Career 

5.  97 

1 .  15 

4 

Li kel y  Career 

5.  73 

1 . 21 

Maybe  Career 

5.54 

1 . 36 

2 

Probably  not  career 

5.  55 

1.39 

Am 

Separating 

5.31 

1.63 

1 

Job  Feedback 

Ret i r 1 ng 

4.93 

1.28 

4,5 

5, 12422 

29. 39*** 

Career 

5 .  00 

1 .  15 

5 

Likely  Career 

4.84 

1.  13 

3.4 

Maybe  Career 

4.  69 

1 . 21 

Probably  not  Career 

4.77 

1 . 26 

2,3 

Separat.  l  ng 

4.  57 

1 . 46 

1 

Need  for  Enrichment 

5, 12140 

18.71*** 

Reti ring 

6.  16 

.  87 

Career 

6.  16 

.  82 

2 

Likely  Career 

6.02 

.84 

1 

Maybe  Career 

5.99 

.  94 

1 

Probably  not  Career 

6 . 00 

.  92 

1 

Separ at i ng 

6 . 03 

1 . 03 

1 
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Table  B-l  (continued) 


ANOVA:  0-f-fi  cer  Personnel 

by  Career 

Intent 

JOB  ENRICHMENT 

<  cont ) 

Mean  SD 

Subset 

d± 

F 

Job  Motivation  Index  5,11362  98.59*** 


Ret i r i ng 

137.52 

75.  17 

TT 

Career 

138.54 

68.  67 

3 

Likely  Career 

116.63 

59.96 

2 

Maybe  Career 

108. 43 

62.  02 

Probably  not  Career 

108.65 

66  •  63 

2 

Separ at l ng 

97.  92 

66 .  83 

1 

WORK  GROUP  PROCESS 


Work  Support 


Retiring 

4.81 

1.11 

4 

Career 

4.70 

1 . 08 

4 

Likely  Career 

4.43 

1 . 07 

3 

Maybe  Career 

4.  34 

1 . 03 

2,3 

Probably  not  Career 

4.29 

1 . 09 

2 

Separ at l ng 

4.  16 

1.21 

1 

Management  Supervision 

Retiring 

5.  24 

1.41 

4 

Career 

5.49 

1.27 

5 

Likely  Career 

5.  28 

1.29 

4 

Maybe  Career 

5.07 

1 . 40 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

4.  92 

1.47 

n 

Separat i ng 

4.55 

1 . 70 

1 

Note.  Groups  not  in 
di-f-ferent  at  the  .05 

the  same 
1 evel . 

subset 

are 

5,11975  66.85*** 


5,11726  66.43*** 


si  gni  -f  i  cantl  y 


*p< . 05.  **p<.01.  *  *  *p< . OO 1 . 
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WORK  GROUP 

PROCESS  (cont) 

Mean 

SD  Subset 

df 

F 

Super vi sory 
Commun i cat i ons 

Cl i mate 

5, 11476 

66.04*** 

Reti ring 

4.61 

1.51 

2 

Career 

5.  04 

1.38 

4 

Likely  Career 

4.87 

1 . 34 

3 

Maybe  Career 

4.  61 

1 . 45 

O 

Probably  not 

Career 

4.44 

1.48 

2 

Separat i ng 

4 . 05 

1.71 

1 

Organizational 
Commun l cat i ons 

Cl l mate 

5, 11587 

137.46*** 

Ret l r l ng 

4.76 

1.37 

4 

Career 

5.  12 

1 . 20 

5 

Likely  Career 

4.82 

1.21 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.  60 

1.23 

3 

Probably  not 

Career 

4.42 

1.29 

2 

Separ at i ng 

3.80 

1.38 

1 

WORK  GROUP  OUTPUT 

Pride 


Ret l r l ng 

5.  19 

1.56 

Career 

5.  74 

1 . 27 

Likely  Career 

5.  48 

1 . 29 

Maybe  Career 

5.  10 

1 . 44 

Probably  not  Career 

4.88 

1.58 

Separat i ng 

4 .  40 

1 . 86 

4 


5,12387  151.50$** 
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Table  B-l  (continued) 

ANOVA:  Officer  Personnel  by  Career  Inten 


Advancement /Recognition 


Retiring 

3.92 

1.27 

4C_ 

Career 

4.  87 

1 .  16 

5 

Likely  Career 

4.51 

1 . 06 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.  17 

1 .  10 

. 

Probably  not  Career 

4 . 09 

1 . 07 

3 

Separat l ng 

3.  55 

1 . 23 

1 

Workgroup  Effectiveness 


Retiring 

5.  77 

1.11 

y!t 

Career 

5.88 

1 . 05 

4 

Likely  Career 

5.  74 

1 . 06 

Maybe  Career 

5.61 

1.07 

2 

Probably  not  Career 

5.  54 

1.  15 

1 . 2 

Separating 

5.44 

1 . 30 

1 

ib  Related  Satisfaction 
Retiring  5.25 

1 . 20 

4 

Career 

5.  60 

1 . 00 

5 

Likely  Career 

5.29 

1 . 04 

4 

Maybe  Career 

5.  02 

1.10 

Probably  not  Career 

4.87 

1  .  19 

2 

Separati ng 

4.  30 

1 . 28 

1 

General  Grgani zati anal 
Cl i mate 


Ret i r i ng 

5 . 03 

1 . 35 

4 

Career 

5.  50 

1.14 

5 

Likely  Career 

5.  14 

1 .  18 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.81 

1 . 26 

Probably  not  Career 

4.58 

1 . 29 

2 

Separat i ng 

3.  84 

1 .41 

1 

5, 11904 


232. 89** 


5 , 1 20 1 8 


5. 11215 


1 87 . 02#  *  * 


5. 11652 


236 . 65# ♦ % 


THE  WORK  ITSELF 


Mean 

SD 

Subset 

Ckf 

F 

Job  Performance  goals 

5. 67518 

519. 32*** 

Ret  1 r 1 ng 

4.79 

1.11 

cr 

Career 

4.  96 

.  95 

6 

Likely  Career 

4.  75 

.  92 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.  62 

.  94 

-? 

Probably  not  career 

4.57 

.  93 

r> 

Separ at i ng 

4.  37 

1 .  12 

1 

Task  Character l st l cs 

5,66757 

832.24*** 

Ret i r i ng 

5 .  20 

1.10 

5 

Career 

5  •  32 

.93 

6 

Likely  Career 

5.  04 

.  92 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.89 

.96 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

4.  79 

.98 

2 

Separating 

4.59 

1.  19 

1 

Task  Autonomy 

5, 67045 

1239. 77*** 

Ret i r i ng 

4.48 

1 .50 

6 

Career 

4.  31 

1 . 40 

5 

Likelv  Career 

3.78 

1 . 32 

4 

Maybe  Career 

3.54 

1 . 30 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

3.41 

1 . 29 

2 

Separ at l ng 

3.  20 

1 . 45 

1 

Work  Repetition 

5.68987 

85. 55*** 

Ret i r i ng 

4.  97 

1 . 39 

1 

Career 

5 . 05 

1 . 37 

2 

Likely  Career 

5.  1  1 

1 . 35 

Maybe  Career 

5.  16 

1 . 36 

4 

Probably  not  Career 

5.  20 

1 . 36 

4 

Separ at l ng 

5.41 

1 . 42 

5 

Nate.  Groups  nat  in  the  same  subset  are  significantly  different 
at  the  .05  level. 
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Table  B-2  (continued) 

ANOVA:  Enlisted  Personnel  by  Career  Intent 


THE  WORK  ITSELF  (cont) 


Mean 

SD 

Subset 

Desired  Repetitive/ 

Easy  Tasks 

Ret i r l ng 

3.  12 

1.51 

1 

Career 

3.  18 

1 . 43 

1 

Likely  Career 

3.  24 

1 . 37 

2 

Maybe  Career 

3.  27 

1 . 38 

Probably  not  Career 

3.28 

1 .41 

o 

jL. 

Separ at i ng 

3.  16 

1 . 52 

1 

Job  Related  Training 

Retiring 

4.  50 

1.59 

4 

Career 

4.75 

1 . 54 

5 

Likely  Career 

4.55 

1.53 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.41 

1 . 55 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

4.  27 

1 . 54 

r-t 

Separ at l ng 

3.75 

1.65 

1 

5, 67715  16. 18*** 


5,66008  451.54*** 


JOB  ENRICHMENT 

— 


( 

i 

i 

1 


Sk ill  Var i ety 


Reti ring 

4.  96 

1 . 53 

5 

Career 

4.97 

1 . 37 

5 

Li kel y  Career 

4. 58 

1.36 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.37 

1 . 42 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

4.  25 

1 . 43 

Separ at i ng 

4.09 

1 . 66 

i 

5,68915  701.71*** 


iy 
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Table  B-2  (continued) 

AN09A:  Enlisted  Personnel  by  Career  Intent 


JOB  ENRICHMENT  (cont) 


Mean 

SD  Subset  df 

F 

Tael:  I  dent  i  ty 

5. 69023 

389.54**# 

Retiring 

5.09 

1 . 35 

4 

Career 

5 .  30 

1.19 

cr 

U 

Likely  Career 

5 . 06 

1.18 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.  93 

1 . 21 

"7 

Probably  not  Career 

4.84 

1 . 24 

4- 

Separ at i ng 

4. 68 

1 . 43 

1 

Task  Significance 

5.69431 

487.59*** 

Ret i r i ng 

5.81 

1 . 33 

5 

Career 

5.96 

1 .  16 

6 

Likely  Career 

5.  72 

1 . 24 

4 

Maybe  Career 

5.59 

1.31 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

5.  48 

1 . 36 

Separat i ng 

5.  18 

1.62 

1 

Job  Feedback 

5.69226 

387.47*** 

Retiring 

4.88 

1 . 39 

5 

Career 

5.  01 

1 . 24 

6 

Likely  Career 

4.  76 

1 . 22 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.  63 

1 . 25 

T 

Probably  not  Career 

4.56 

1 . 27 

2 

Separ at i ng 

4.35 

1.51 

1 

Need  for  Enrichment 

5,67267 

285.05*** 

Ret i r l ng 

5.  66 

1 . 27 

4 

Career 

5.69 

1  .  15 

4 

Likely  Career 

5.  46 

1  .  18 

.3 

Maybe  Career 

5.34 

1 . 23 

2 

Probably  not  Career 

5.24 

1 . 28 

1 

Separat l ng 

5.27 

1 . 47 

1 

Note.  Groups  not  in 

the  same 

subset 

are 

significantly 

different  at  the  .05 

level  . 

*p  .05.  **p  .01.  ***p  .001. 
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Table  B-2  (continued) 

ANQVA:  Enlisted  Personnel  by  Career  Intent 


JOB  ENRICHMENT 

(cont  > 

Mean 

SD 

Subset 

df 

Job  Motivation 

Index 

5,62424  1152.98*#* 

Retiring 

125.22 

74.72 

6 

Career 

122.03 

67. 55 

5 

Likely  Career 

96.68 

56.  76 

4 

Maybe  Career 

86.87 

53.41 

t; 

Probably  not 

Career  81.60 

51 . 48 

h 

Separ at i ng 

73.  80 

57.25 

i 

WORK  GROUP  PROCESS 


Work  Support 

5,67455  185.69*** 

Ret i r l nq 

4.57 

1  .  15 

Career 

4.  65 

1  .  12 

4 

Likely  Career 

4.56 

1 . 08 

3 

Maybe  Career 

4 . 50 

1 . 09 

Probably  not  Career 

4.47 

1 . 08 

2 

Separ  at i ng 

4.  19 

1.  19 

1 

Management  Supervision 
Ret l r l ng 

5 .  03 

1 . 59 

5 , 65463  299.07*** 

5 

Career 

5.13 

1 . 54 

6 

Likely  Career 

4.  92 

1 . 53 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.81 

1 . 54 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

4.72 

1 . 55 

n 

Separati ng 

4.32 

1 . 70 

1 

Note.  Groups  not  in  the  same 

subset 

are  significantly 

di.  -f  -ter  ent  at  the  .05  level. 

*P  . 05 .  *  *  p  .01.  *  * *  g  . 00 1 . 
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Table  B-2  (continued) 

ANGVA:  Enlisted  Personnel  by  Career  Intent 


WORK 

GROUP 

PROCESS 

( cent ) 

Mean 

SD 

Subset 

df 

F 

Super vi sory 

Communications  Climate 

5,  65706 

348. 43*** 

Ret i r i ng 

4.57 

1 . 68 

4 

Career 

4.  78 

1 . 62 

5 

Likely  Career 

4.56 

1.58 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.  42 

1 . 60 

Probably  not  Career 

4.32 

1 . 59 

2 

Separ at i ng 

3.87 

1.71 

1 

Organi zati onal 

Commun i cat l ons  Climate 

5,  64297 

61 1 . 56*** 

Ret i r i ng 

4.44 

1 . 45 

4 

Career 

4.64 

1 . 33 

5 

Likely  Career 

4.43 

1 . 26 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.31 

1.25 

“7 

Probably  not  Career 

4.17 

1 . 23 

2 

Separ at i ng 

3 . 66 

1 . 30 

1 

WORK  GROUP  OUTPUT 


Pride  5,t>8795  1 532 . 04  *  ** 


Ret l r l ng 

5 . 0 1 

1 . 70 

4 

Career 

5.  45 

1 . 44 

5 

Likely  Career 

5 . 02 

1 . 51 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4.  68 

1 . 57 

"T 

Probably  not  Career 

4.39 

1 . 63 

n 

JL 

Separ at i ng 

3.  75 

1 . 90 

i 

Note.  Groups  not  in  the  same  subset  are  sigruPicantlv 
di-f-ferent  at  the  .05  level. 

<p(.  05.  **p£.  05.  $*$£■: .  001 . 
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WORK  GROUP  OUTPUT  (cont) 

Mean  SD  Subset  df 


Advancement/Recogni tion 


5,66541  1485.42*** 


Ret i r i ng 

4.47 

1 . 34 

5 

Career 

4.  69 

1 .  18 

6 

Likely  Career 

4.29 

1 .  10 

4 

Maybe  Career 

4 .  07 

1 . 08 

T 

Probably  not  Career 

3.89 

1 . 07 

2 

Separ at i ng 

3 . 50 

1 .  18 

1 

irkgroup  Effectiveness 

Ret i r i ng 

5.60 

1 . 32 

5 

Career 

5.69 

1 .  19 

6 

Likely  Career 

5.  48 

1 .  18 

4 

Maybe  Career 

5.37 

1 . 20 

3 

Probably  not  Career 

5.  26 

1 . 24 

n 

Separ at i ng 

4.99 

1.43 

1 

Jab  Related  Satisfaction 


Retiring 

5 . 05 

1 . 30 

Career 

5.34 

1  .  12 

Likely  Career 

5 . 03 

1 .  13 

Maybe  Career 

4.81 

1 .  15 

Probably  not  Career 

4.63 

1  .  18 

Separ at i ng 

4 . 02 

1.28 

General  Organizational 
Cl i mate 


Retiring 

4.67 

1 . 49 

Career 

4. 84 

1 . 33 

Likely  Career 

4.48 

1.31 

Maybe  Career 

4.  26 

1 . 32 

Probably  not  Career 

4.01 

l .  30 

Separ  at l ng 

3.  36 

1 . 34 

5,66635  413.79*** 


5 , 6063 1  1339.89*** 


5,64226  1417.99*** 


Note.  Groups  not  in  the  same  subset  are  significantly 
different  at  the  .05  level. 
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outside  home  -  geographically  separated. 
Married:  Spouse  not  employed  outside 
home. 

Harried:  Spouse  not  employed  outside 
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Variable  Statement 


